C ommunication is an ancient discipline which has evolved considerably. Throughout this evolutionary process, effectiveness has been a central concern. In the fifth century BC, for instance, Corax, one of the first teachers of human discourse, suggested the need for speakers to &dquo;produce an effect in listeners&dquo; (Hinks, 1940; Kennedy, 1959 (1973) suggests that theory construction in the future should &dquo;focus on a new set of variables and employ a new set of analytic techniques&dquo; (p. 16).
C ommunication is an ancient discipline which has evolved considerably. Throughout this evolutionary process, effectiveness has been a central concern. In the fifth century BC, for instance, Corax, one of the first teachers of human discourse, suggested the need for speakers to &dquo;produce an effect in listeners&dquo; (Hinks, 1940;  Kennedy, 1959 (1973) suggests that theory construction in the future should &dquo;focus on a new set of variables and employ a new set of analytic techniques&dquo; (p. Growing criticism is also extended to speaking and writing &dquo;rules&dquo; that are a part of pedagogical texts. There is a recognition that formulaic, prescriptive approaches alone are insufficient. Halpern (1988) Hagge (1989) believes pedagogy &dquo;ignores the real complexities of how writers actually get texts to cohere in the real world.&dquo; Similarly, Huckin and Hutz (1987) conclude that the rules of the plain English movement lack a solid empirical base of support because they fail to depict how language is actually used.
Recent field research supports these views. Brown and Hemdl (1986) discovered that managers deliberately employed superfluous nominalizations and narrative, structures understood as &dquo;verbose&dquo; and &dquo;muddy&dquo; and which these managers could have eliminated. Similarly, Rogers (1989) found that automotive field managers persisted in using narrative for their reports despite the company's declared preference for an inductive problemrecommendation format. These and other findings suggest the inadequacy of writing rules, forms and formulas that do not account for situational demands communicators face day-to-day. As Janis writes: &dquo;Anyone who is willing to make a comparison cannot fail to be impressed by the disparity between 'rules' that govern the style of business correspondence and the actual on-the-job performance in almost any large company&dquo; (1973, p. (Quinn, 1988, p. 50 (Rogers, 1988 (Monge, et al., 1983, p. 506 (Kruskal & Wish, 1978 is the equivalent of the horizontal axis in Figure 2 . At one end of this first dimension are descriptors such as practical, informative, realistic, instructive, focused, clear, logical, and organized. At the other end are descriptors such as aware, discerning, sensitive, perceptive, inspired, passionate, vital and compelling. We have labeled this dimension &dquo;instrumental logic&dquo; at one end (which suggests focus and logical organization) and &dquo;relational awareness&dquo; at the other end (which suggests the expression of feeling).
The second dimension in Figure 3 is the equivalent of the vertical axis in Figure 2 Figure 4 might be considered general orientations. Quinn's (1988) Figure 5 illustrates the above argument. In Figure 5 we use the model to profile the mean scores shown in Table 1 Quinn, 1988) .
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